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Other Foods. A number of guidelines have been promulgated by the
states (Wehr, 1982). Twenty-nine agencies had microbiological guidelines
or standards in effect as of November 1981. The number of criteria for a
single agency varied from 1 to as many as 40. There is little agreement
on foods singled out and the criteria proposed.

The major portion of the criteria are applicable to shellfish, meat and
meat products, and delicatessen items. However, criteria are applied nar-
rowly to single items such as pecans or gelatin by some agencies and
broadly to "products and levels unspecified" or "non-packaged foods,
general" by other agencies. Sampling plans are random or unstated. The
bases for the criteria developed by each agency may be existing criteria
from another agency, internally generated data, externally generated data,
some combination of the three, experience, or opinion. Criteria for a single
food, hamburger or ground meat for example, may be implemented at the
retail level by one agency, at the distribution and retail levels by another,
at the processing and retail levels by a third, and at all three levels by a
fourth.

City-County (Local) Level

The objective of local agencies in regard to food surveillance generally
is to respond to and solve local problems relating to public health and
nuisance abatement. The agencies have a broad interface with small op-
erators involved in food processing or preparation of often very sensitive
foods as well as with some aspects of food service.

The local agency may monitor the safety and quality of locally produced
and/or consumed food products, principally delicatessen and other spe-
cialty food-processing operations and food service establishments. The
agency may follow up on local reports of alleged foodborne disease in-
cidents, poor quality products showing evidence of spoilage, insanitary
and unsightly facilities, and similar complaints. The scope and depth of
food surveillance, the qualifications of the field and laboratory personnel
involved, and the adequacy of laboratory facilities and procedures are
influenced by the population and area served by the local unit. Some city-
county units where food safety and quality are perceived to be a problem
may be very well structured and equipped to engage in food surveillance.
In addition, the personnel in these units may be adequately trained and
experienced to make appropriate interpretations of data. The nature of
local food-processing surveillance may be quite formal and well organized.
Frequently, however, local units have neither criteria of record nor ex-
perience in evaluating the results of microbiological analyses carried out
during routine inspection or in the course of an investigation of alleged